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we compare 33a, aXX' cyo> 81a 7roiros tov fttov Srjpjovia re a jrov rt hrpafca, 
Towirros <JMVov/im, koI i8ta 6 avros ovtos, ovSew irinrore arvyxwpyaas ovSev irapa to 
BiKautv ovt' a\A<j> oure rovrmv ovhtvi ovs 01 SiajSaAAovre's fit <j>acri.v l/xovs padr/ras 
thai. Socrates cannot prove that no young man who has been with him has 
been corrupted. His challenge to the prosecution to put on the witness stand 
the fathers or brothers who are present is, of course, helpful in establishing 
his innocence. But the jury must have felt that the careers of Critias and 
Alcibiades outweighed all the others. Socrates cannot directly clear himself 
of the charge that he was somewhat responsible for the harm which these two 
former "pupils" of his had done Athens. His argument that he neither 
promised nor gave instruction to anyone (336) is not convincing. But evidence 
which tended to prove that he never made a wrong concession to anyone, even 
at the risk of his life, has greater weight. That Socrates actually had Critias 
and Alcibiades in mind when he used ovS' evl in 320 seems more probable 
when we compare 32c, k<u ravra ficv [the trial of the generals] rjv trt 
8r)HOKpaTOVfLtvt]S rrjs iroXeun' eirexSr) 8' oAiya/>x«i eyive.ro, ktX., with 
Xen. Mem., i. 2. 12, "aXA'," t<f>r) 6 Kar-qyopos [who was doubtless giving expres- 
sion to what at the time of the trial had been the common opinion], "Saucparet 
6/uXijra yevofiivm Kpmas koi \AAki/3«£8ijs wXeiara koko Tqv woXiv eirovqo'a.TTfv' 
Kpirias pkv yap rmv ev rrj oXtyap-^la wdvriov (cXon-tards re koi /3uuototos 
Koi <£owk<ototos tyive.ro, ' AXia/$ui8r]S 8e av rmv iv ry 8rjp.OK par la irdvrwv 

aKpOTCOTOTOS T£ KOI W/8piO"TUC<l>TaTOS KOI ftuilOTaTOS. 

Samuel E. Bassett 
University or Vermont 
Burlington 



XENOPHON Anabasis i. 5. o 

This passage is given in Marchant's Oxford text as follows: koi o-vviStiv 
8' ty Toi irpoo~t)(OVTi tov vow ry /?a<r<A«os ap)(rj irXrflei pkv \wpas tool avOpunrw 
urxypa ovaa, rots Se /xtf/ctai ru>v oSStv kcu t<S hiAcnracrOat. tos 8wa/u«s ao-Qtvr'fi, el 
rvi Sto ra\euiv tov iroXepov ttoioZto. No passage in the Anabasis causes the be- 
ginner more trouble than this, and the recent American editors all merely in- 
crease the difficulty by wrongly interpreting the construction. The annotators, 
at least from Goodwin and White down, assume that o-wiSelv stands in the 
completed sentence as the subject of the verb yv. Either by implication 
or by direct assertion the student is led to assign the meaning of possibility 
to the verb Ijv. Naturally enough, the student finds it difficult to under- 
stand why the direct object of the verb should stand in the nominative case 
(urxypa. o5o-o). The editors lead him to think that such is the construction 
here, and add by way of explanation that the nominative is used because 
the writer's point of view shifts and he then has in mind some such phrase 
as 817X17 rjv, which would require the nominative. "Possibly Xenophon was 
interrupted in the middle of the sentence, and when he wrote lo~xvpa ovo-a 
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he was under the impression that something like &JA.ij tfv y apxn had gone 
before" (Mather and Hewitt). In other words, the student is told that here 
the grammar is faulty. Now it is true that in the course of a long sentence 
the writer's or speaker's point of view may shift. We have all doubt- 
less noticed such shifts in our own writing or speech. But it does not neces- 
sarily follow that the resultant sentence is grammatically faulty. There may 
be some little turn of phrase, some little peculiarity of word order, that may 
betray a shift in the process of thought that has taken place. But there has 
been nothing so serious as to require even the stickler for correct grammar to 
reconstruct his sentence. Such a sentence Xenophon has written here. I 
believe, with all the recent editors, that at first Xenophon had hazily in mind 
some such construction as they suggest, but as the sentence was unfolded there 
was a shift in thought and construction as well. This is far from saying that 
the resulting sentence overleaps the barrier of correct grammar. On the con- 
trary, this sentence is quite grammatical, and was correctly explained by the 
earlier editors, as I discovered when I began to search. So Boise, Kelsey, and 
Harper-Wallace, to mention a few. The error seems to be of recent origin 
and should be no longer propagated. In the completed sentence the infinitive 
<rwi8uv is not the subject of fy, but is the very common epexegetic infinitive. 
The nominative forms loyypa oSo-a .... Sut0cvtjs agree with the subject of 
^v (apyri to be inferred from ap\y. The difference in manuscript reading does 
not change the construction here defended); "being strong it was to see," 
"that it was strong was to be seen by him who concentrated his attention 
upon it." 

A sentence closely resembling this one may be seen in Anab. i. 2. 2 1 . I quote 
only the pertinent clause: km. oti rpo/pas t}kov€ weparXxovaas air 1 *lwvuis «is 
KtXiKLav Ta/juov i^ovra rem AaKe&ujuonW kcli avrov Kvpov. In reading this 
clause the first impulse is to regard Tpiijpeis as the object of ijkov€, and such 
was probably the construction originally in the author's mind. But as the 
sentence unfolds, details are added and so the accusative Ta/xmy i\ovra is 
introduced, perturbing the normal word order. We must take this interjected 
accusative as depending upon jjxovf and then explain rpojpeis .... ircpiirAcovtras 
as depending on f\ovTa. The grammar is faultless, but the unusual word 
order betrays the shift of thought, or rather the enlargement of thought. This 
added detail would have been relegated to a footnote by a modern writer, and 
the normal order would have been preserved. There is no need for regarding 
Ta/uov l^ovra as a gloss. 

In both of these sentences, then, shift of thought has given us a perturba- 
tion of word order; but we should not regard as ungrammatical a sentence 
that displays merely unusual word order. 

G. C. Scoggin 

The University of Missouri 
Columbia, Missouri 



